This paper addresses a relatively new phenomenon in higher education, Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), and explores conceptions around this new and emerging development from the perspective of a number of stakeholders in the university. A phenomenographic approach is adopted. The study explores how different stakeholders at a university perceive the MOOC phenomenon, and reflects on how the many conceptions stakeholders adhere to are made meaningful for academic developers in their role as 'partners in arms' . The conceptions run across a continuum from the local and narrow to the global and broad. The study identifies challenges to change agency in a higher education institution.
Introduction
Every so often, innovations come along that promise or threaten to change higher education. One such recent development is the Massive Open Online Course (MOOC). MOOCs are said by some to be a new and disruptive force in higher education, promising to revolutionize but perhaps also threaten traditional higher education (Ross, Sinclair, Knox, & Macleod, 2014; Yuan & Powell, 2013) . Despite being a nascent field MOOC research has evolved rapidly, with the number of peer-reviewed articles rising from 50 in 2013 to more than 1500 in 2015 (Breslow, 2016) . The research field can be categorised as comprising studies on student engagement, MOOC design, self-regulated learning, and social network analysis, as well as motivation-based research (Breslow, 2016) . This study focuses on (a) conceptions of MOOCs, and (b) addressing MOOCs from an academic developer perspective in the hope of informing the academic developer community. In considering the challenges academic developers face when engaging in change processes, the paper focuses on the MOOC phenomenon to illustrate how different stakeholders conceptualise this new and potentially disruptive force. Since the emergence of MOOCs, teams have been constituted in many universities to focus on facilitating the MOOC process. These teams, which often include academic developers, work on collaboratively designing MOOCs with staff and developing competence around MOOCs in relation to the work of the university. In Sweden alone the four largest universities are running MOOC projects, and all of these are led by academic development units. Our experience suggests that the trend is not confined to the Swedish context: academic developers are currently involved in building capacity to support MOOC projects worldwide.
Academic development involves a process of change and academic developers may therefore play an important strategic role in change initiatives (Gibbs, 2013; Hicks, 2005) . However, academic developers' ability to act as change agents requires knowledge and understanding of stakeholders' perspectives in relation to the change phenomenon so as to avoid getting stuck in the change processes (Debowski, 2014; Hicks, 2005) . This study addresses one specific research question: How do different stakeholders conceptualise MOOCs? The study then aims to identify the implications such different conceptions of MOOCs may have during change processes in higher education. By 'conceptions' we mean underlying personal beliefs, views, and ideas about a phenomenon (Marton & Pong, 2005; McLean, Bond, & Nicholson, 2015) . The research question is explored through phenomenographic analysis.
This study offers insights into one specific change initiative that cuts across the campus of a research-intensive university, thereby involving a wide range of stakeholders, including academic developers. Here, we specifically address the meso or departmental level (Hannah & Lester, 2009; Trowler, 2008) as a particularly interesting level of change since it is where individuals engage and interact within a social context, and where changes may be enacted. It is also here that academic developers can play a role as 'partners in arms' (Debowski, 2014) . From such a perspective, this case-study may represent a typical case of how change happens, who is involved, and the types of challenges that arise in a change process (Yin, 2003) . We describe the experiences of the stakeholders and argue that these experiences occur in a context of competing discourses which have previously been shown to influence change agency and initiatives (Trowler & Cooper, 2002) . Today, there is an emerging body of knowledge informing conceptions of change in higher education, and theoretical support can be found in organisational development research, social practice theory, and in research that addresses change in higher education specifically (Bamber, Trowler, Saunders, & Knight, 2009; Caldwell, 2006; Nicolini, 2013) . We know that universities are complex settings and that organisational development theories from other sectors may not lend themselves directly to the context of higher education. Previous research on change agency suggests that academic staff often lack systematic strategies for implementing change, and may have limited understanding of how to bring about both long-term as well as recurring change initiatives McGrath & Bolander Laksov, 2014; Meyer & Stensaker, 2006) . Moreover, many institutions employ what Trowler calls causal theories of change, whereby a change itself is expected to lead to broader enhancements of practice (Trowler, Fanghanel, & Wareham, 2005) overemphasising the agency of individuals and working groups (Caldwell, 2006) . Instead, we should acknowledge the importance of practice as rooted in a social context Trowler, Hopkinson, & Comerford Boyes, 2013) . A challenge in this context is to understand how different stakeholders in higher education engage with change initiatives and in particular MOOCs, since some initiatives share a common nomenclature but may have different meanings. We believe this study offers important insights into the specific case of MOOCs, but further has the potential to be related to other change initiatives that involve a host of stakeholders and where academic developers can take a central role.
Methodology and data collection
In order to focus on the possible differences or variations in conceptualising a MOOC, we chose a phenomenographic approach. The phenomenographic methodology is explained extensively in the literature (Bowden & Walsh, 2000; Marton, 1981; Stenfors-Hayes, Hult, & Dahlgren, 2013) ; it is premised on the notion that it is possible to experience a phenomenon, in this case the MOOC, in a number of qualitatively different ways.
The data were collected through individual, semi-structured interviews conducted by the first author. An interview schedule (Prosser, 2000) consisting of questions such as the following was developed by the research team:
• What is your experience of MOOCs?
• Can you elaborate on what it means to do a MOOC?
• What do you perceive as the benefits of MOOCs?
The interview schedule offered a point of departure for the interviews, but more importantly and in line with the phenomenographic method, the respondents were asked to describe and elaborate on their experiences of MOOCs, how they had engaged with them, worked with them, designed them and so on. In total, ten interviews were conducted, each lasting between 45 and 60 min. The recordings were subsequently transcribed verbatim.
Context and respondents
The context of study is a research-intensive medical university with 21 different medical and life science programmes. The university is characterised by collegial leadership with few formal managerial roles in the organisation. Recently, the university joined a MOOC consortium. The respondents were chosen using a purposeful sampling procedure among central stakeholders (Patton, 1990) . They included educational developers and ICT staff, academic staff members, leadership figures, and also administrative staff who are important for change initiatives in the university but had a more peripheral role in relation to the MOOC project. Some of the stakeholders had been part of the MOOC production teams while others were peripheral to production, but formed a more integral part of university leadership and administration. Of the stakeholders invited, one declined to participate. There was an equal gender distribution (50-50%) among the respondents.
Data analysis
Three of the researchers individually read the interviews, and then, via the phenomenographic analysis outlined in Table 1 below (Stenfors-Hayes et al., 2013) , constructed the categories presented in the results section. All of the researchers behind the study were trained in qualitative data analysis. The categories represent qualitatively different ways of engaging in, designing, planning, and offering MOOCs. These variations are presented in a distinctive and succinct way (Marton & Booth, 1997) . The researchers engaged in a form of negotiated consensus, in which the categorisations were compared, discussed, and calibrated before arriving at the final set of categories (Wahlström, Dahlgren, Tomson, Diwan, & Beermann, 1997) . In the analysis, the transcripts were pooled together into one data-set. Individual responses were not sought, and the final categories do not represent an individual respondent. Given the limited number of respondents in phenomenographic studies, it is also ethically important not to identify different individuals' experiences or conceptions at the time of the interview as respondents may change their conception of the phenomenon, but the categories themselves are thought to be solid over time (Stenfors-Hayes et al., 2013) .
Methodological limitations
This study focuses on a single institution. Consequently, there would be risks attached to drawing broader generalisations from the results. We recommend that readers try to translate, reconstruct, and understand how the results may be relevant to their own contexts Bowden & Walsh, 2000) . A further limitation is that students were not identified as stakeholders for this study: here the focus was on producers of MOOCs. The first author was an integral part of the MOOC initiative, but had no managerial or other power relationships with the respondents at the time of the study.
Empirical findings
The analysis resulted in five conceptions of MOOCs:
• MOOC as learning a platform • MOOC as content learning • MOOC as a catalyst for educational change • MOOC as moral obligation • MOOC as institutional positioning
MOOC as learning a platform
In this category, the MOOC as a repository or platform for educational materials and thus as platform for dissemination and learning was emphasised. Each platform was thought to have its own idiosyncrasies, which, in different ways, set a framework for how materials were Table 1 . Steps in phenomenographic analysis, adapted from dahlgren and fallsberg (1991) and StenforsHayes et al. (2013) .
1. Familiarisation: reading through the interview transcripts to get a feel for how the interview proceeded; at this stage all data in the data-set are given equal consideration 2. Condensation: identifying meaning units and marking these for the purpose of further scrutiny; the size of the meaning units can vary; different fragments of sentences can be associated with different ways of experiencing the phenomenon 3. Comparison: comparing the units with regard to similarities and differences 4. Grouping: allocating responses that express similar ways of understanding the phenomenon to the same category 5. Articulating: capturing the essential meaning of a certain category 6. Labelling: expressing the core meaning of the category; steps 3-6 are repeated in an iterative procedure to make sure that the similarities within and differences between categories are discerned and formulated in a distinct way 7. Contrasting: comparing the categories through a contrastive procedure whereby the categories are described in terms of their individual meanings as well as in terms of what they do not comprise developed and shared. Hence the category name learning a platform was chosen, as it was the specific aspects of each platform that were brought to the fore. The MOOC platforms provided affordances for which the design of the MOOC would be taken into consideration. Here, the platform was in strong focus and producing a MOOC meant learning how each platform worked and then developing an idea for how material would be organised in order to suit or fit the specific platform.
You have the learning outcomes for the course; you have the learning outcomes for each section and how you are going to structure it. There's a lot of organisation of content and thinking about what is done on the platform. (Respondent 5)
For me MOOCs are the platform provider at the moment. That's it. It's all those, kind of like, organisational details that you have to keep in your head and make sure that you don't forget about anything, all those details … (Respondent 1)
The above testimonials illustrate in different ways how the platform focus influenced the different stakeholders' thinking. The MOOC production team required academic staff members to organise material so that it fit the specific platform. Some of the respondents talked about fitting ideas into boxes or rubrics. Activities were organised so that they could be docked into the platform structure. Learning the intricacies of each platform was seen as a prerequisite for providing the MOOCs; one had to learn how things worked and then form a basis for some of the discussions for generating learning activities. Academic staff members reflected on how many discussions were platform-oriented, and how this was, at times, burdensome.
MOOC as content learning
In this category, the MOOC was identified as a form of content learning with different affordances. Respondents talked about how material was developed for a didactic learning process, and reflected on how different users could engage with this material in different ways. Anyone who was interested in the subject, could engage with the material and if they were motivated enough they could also learn. Respondents reasoned about different types of learning and identified that both factual and some procedural knowledge could be learned in a MOOC. Respondents reflected that the social aspects of university learning represented an important feature of on-campus learning, but felt that given a constructive and progressive design, learners could engage with the subject material and could use it for different purposes: as part of an on-campus learning experience, as part of a lifelong learning experience, or as learning material to return to when working as a professional.
The MOOC really allows us to provide the quintessential information about my subject … and the way we design it allows anyone to engage with it. Students, professionals or others who are just lifelong learning people, people who want to learn, people maybe who were patients in the health system and that had been subjects in a trial for example, joined a MOOC, and I think of them as citizens with a desire for education. (Respondent 3) The MOOCs had a new set of affordances that traditional, classroom teaching did not have. One respondent illustrated this aspect in particular:
Having the subject material out there has, in a sense, handed control over to the learners. Our impression was that it was a new learning experience. When the students engaged with the material in advance their learning was more in-depth and they had more of a life-changing experience being prepared in advance. We felt they left the learning experience as better clinicians. (Respondent 8) The second category, MOOC as content learning, strongly identified, in part, the development of content learning, but also the self-directed affordance-giving nature of learning with MOOCs. Here, respondents articulated how 'just about everything' could be learned from a MOOC. In this category, there was a faculty perspective focussed on the development of content learning material, and a user perspective focussed on the ability and opportunity to engage in learning content. The respondents also identified the value of developing material around their content learning, thereby allowing students and others to engage with learning designed for their specific subject. The respondents reflected that practical skills may be more difficult to learn in a MOOC. However, these skills could be showcased, and given the right tools they could also be practised. One example was interviewing, whereby students could record their own interventions, share them and get feedback from others. Learning could occur formally in the form of credit-awarding courses, or more informally when lay people, students or professionals, sought a certain type of learning or expertise, either to learn something new or to keep abreast of existing knowledge. The respondents also reported that, aside from the formal rules of the university, learning through the MOOC was as valuable as or equivalent to a campus-based learning experience in terms of learning a subject. Furthermore, the MOOCs were also seen as a form of digitalisation of subject material, allowing learners both on and off campus to engage with the subject-specific material when it suited them. This was thought to allow students to break away from a strictly didactical model that was dependent on being in the same room at the same time.
MOOC as a catalyst for educational change
In this category, the respondents expressed how MOOCs, in different ways, were causing and framing conversations around educational development that had local, campus-wide, but also more global consequences. MOOCs themselves were seen as representing a catalyst for educational change and development. The respondents identified key conversations between different staff members, between academic staff, developers, and educational designers:
Well that's the idea, that you do not need to implement lectures, only, that is so teacher-centred. Secondly, I believe that one can also use MOOCs to identify new types of learning activities. One can use a platform for creating new forms of learning activities where they [the students] have the opportunity to give individual feedback to each other, something which is impossible with large groups of 160-180 people. (Respondent 5) Other respondents addressed the far-reaching consequences of working with MOOCs.
In the future I can see us recording all our BIG lectures with some prominent professors and then using time and resources to focus on in-depth learning and problem-solving types of activities. (Respondent 9) If I was teaching this in a more university-based system it would be a little less rigorous. I might not include in my lectures every topic that I cover in the readings and vice versa. I might not provide readings on every topic that is covered in the video and I might not provide selftest exercises at all in face to face normal campus teaching. So here there has been a slightly increased rigor. (Respondent 2) Some respondents described the new forms of collaboration that arose between different members of staff, including the production team and the learning instructor, as unique and powerful.
I think that working with an educational developer, who actually, in terms of time, had a low key role in it, came with kind of some pivotal insights for me because we went through what we had done before it was quite finished and he looked at it from the students' perspective. (Respondent 10) The MOOC initiative was identified and articulated by some of the respondents as being a strong catalyst for educational change: change in students' approaches to learning, change in how academic staff engage with learning experts when designing and developing course material, and also broader change with reference to how the MOOC could be a disruptive game-changer in a broader higher education context. This category has a partial link with the preceding category in that it focussed on change, but the change was more overarching and encompassed different aspects of the learning experience, and it also evoked a more departmental or campus-wide perspective. Change came in the form of academic staff opening up their instructional and didactic material for stringent review from educational experts and practitioners. This was understood as a form of peer review and here academic staff could see a new form of design process in relation to their teaching practice. They also reflected on the increased amount of time they dedicated to teaching, something they were usually not able to do. In the MOOC collaboration there was a very high degree of interactivity, and many design-oriented meetings between academic staff members and the production team. In large part because of the novelty of the MOOC experience, in this category it was clear that conversations on different aspects of education were taking place both formally during MOOC design meetings, and informally when staff met in other contexts. Furthermore, these conversations were also spilling over and having an impact on the campus experience; in one case the lecturer had decided to stop lecturing entirely, instead directing students to the MOOC material and using contact time to bring discussions, as she said, 'to the next level' , allowing time for richer conversations with the students. Academic staff members were given the opportunity to re-think and re-frame their courses, sometimes imposing a clear student-oriented perspective, and at other times focussing more on adherence to pre-defined learning outcomes. Other opportunities were also identified; collaboration between universities was evolving, whereby experts could provide the basic information and then local, contextualised conversations could push learning forward. Development across new and unexpected lines is prominent in this category and was also perceived across the campus, whereby new technology allowed for different affordances and acted as a potentially disruptive force, changing long-standing ways of designing teaching and learning interaction.
MOOC as moral obligation
As a central feature of this category, the notion of dissemination of knowledge as a moral obligation was emphasised. Participants highlighted the fact that universities are charged with three basic tasks: teaching, research, and dissemination of knowledge. MOOCs were seen as a way to share knowledge gained and generated at the university, knowledge that had a bearing on peoples' lives. In this category the general public were identified collectively as stakeholders who, indirectly, by way of taxes, invest in higher education research and education, and so it made sense that whenever possible, knowledge ought to be shared with the general public. In a similar sense, this category also embraced the idea that universities had a moral duty to share knowledge and expertise even beyond national borders, and that sharing should, when possible, span the globe. Some of the respondents spoke of how knowledge created in the university was a public good and they identified how the MOOC unlocked previously unthought-of possibilities, as illustrated below:
The potential global reach means that, well you know, you can make good education open to a lot more people and that is where the fairness or righteous aspect of this comes in. Furthermore, there are also fantastic opportunities to raise the level of education in parts of the world where you do not have access to higher education in the same way as in Europe, or where perhaps higher education is very costly; then, from a kind of aid perspective, it is amazing. (Respondent 4) The category MOOC as moral obligation emphasised the newly arisen opportunities to educate people in all walks of life. It brought forward the dimension of social outreach. The fact that the current study took place in a medical university added an extra dimension to the MOOC as a moral obligation category in that respondents could also see opportunities to involve patients and next of kin in learning about the human body, its ailments and idiosyncrasies. Respondents also addressed the democratisation of education as a central feature of bringing course material to a global audience, an initiative which has made possible the massification of higher education. MOOC as moral obligation was articulated as a way of paying back to society, a form of non-reciprocal outreach, a way to share, disseminate, teach but also compensate those who were less able financially to engage in learning at a high level. Typical of this category was also a sense of frustration with the fact that MOOCs are perceived as not having a broad democratic impact. Still, the respondents identified the desire to educate as many as possible when given the opportunity.
MOOC as institutional positioning
This category was characterised by respondents considering how MOOCs were also a way of disseminating knowledge about the university: in other words, MOOCs as a form of strategic institutional positioning and marketing. In contrast to the moral category mentioned above, this category emphasised the marketing or other dissemination aspects of MOOCs. Furthermore, the category is characterised by the respondents' acknowledgement of the need for the university to drive innovation and to lead development in relation to research but also, and in this case even more importantly, education.
Well the big success for me is the fact that the MOOCs are actually making a lot of noise. Success for me is that you have managed to convince our leadership that education can also get international recognition and even if it sounds strange, I mean it is really very important for education and research here to have more of the same type of status. (Respondent 2) The MOOC initiative has people talking about education in a different way than before. It is also an important part of our international positioning, talking about competing against other universities.
[This] means that we can feel confident that we too are good. No matter what comes next it is a sign that you have started looking at education in a different way, so it's a great success. (Respondent 6) Here, the importance of a world-leading research university sticking its head out and being seen as a leader of educational innovation is emphasised. This has a partial link with some of the previous categories, as will be discussed below.
Discussion
The research question 'How do different stakeholders conceptualise MOOCs?' was explored through phenomenographic analysis of empirical data, and this led to the identification of five categories. In line with the phenomenographic analysis, the categories evolve following a quasi-hierarchical structure from less to more inclusive; in this study the first four categories are partially linked and are related in different ways to learning (Larsson & Holström, 2007) . The fifth category does not necessarily have to do with learning per se, but it does have a partial link with the category moral obligation, as explained below.
Conceptions of MOOC and their relevance for change
The categories run across a continuum from the myopic to the global. If the first category, MOOC as learning a platform, is the narrowest or least inclusive, focussing only on learning how a specific platform worked, then MOOC as moral obligation and MOOC as institutional outreach are the most global. The first four categories are, in different ways, related to learning, students' needs, and development of thinking around design and learning, but also extend to notions of MOOCs as a game-changer in higher education. Furthermore, the first three categories also represent a development towards a more inclusive category represented by MOOC as a catalyst for educational change. There are links to the category MOOC as moral obligation, which is related to learning and development but perhaps most clearly to learning as social outreach. Category five, MOOC as institutional positioning, partially relates to categories three and four in that it addresses development and outreach, but the focus is essentially on institutional gain. Consequently, the fifth category is more concerned with marketing and showcasing the university, and with showing that the university is also an innovator in terms of educational development (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014) .
Hitherto, we have shown how different stakeholders conceptualise MOOCs and how these categories are related to each other. In the following section, the implications for how these conceptions may be relevant during change processes are discussed.
Implications for change processes
Change in higher education cuts across many dimensions of individual and organisational agency (Trowler et al., 2005) . Stakeholders involved in change in relation to the MOOC phenomenon approach change from both micro and macro ends of a change spectrum. MOOC projects are often run by academic developers with a perspective on facilitating different stakeholders, while upper management figures may primarily promote MOOCs for the sake of institutional marketing and positioning. Understanding the conceptions people hold in relation to educational changes in general, and in this case MOOCs specifically, may in turn enable the community of academic developers to better understand how universities engage in change processes, and what facilitates and hinders them. The conceptions outlined in the paper are quasi-hierarchical, reflecting increasing levels of understanding. A person may hold different views over time, but the phenomenographic conceptions reflect the range of meanings within a sample group and not the range of meanings for each individual within the group (Åkerlind, 2012) . In fact, the least and most inclusive conceptions are to a certain extent incommensurable. It is likely that a group of people will hold different conceptions of the same phenomenon, in this case the MOOC. It may be necessary for academic developers to define and understand the different conceptions of the object or phenomenon during a change process to allow themselves better to understand the terrain, but also to enable others to clarify and balance values and judgements and use the conceptions as a heuristic for talking about, negotiating and facilitating change (Debowski, 2014; McGrath & Bolander Laksov, 2014) . This is perhaps a necessary feature of the negotiator role that academic developers are likely to hold in such change processes. Furthermore, in delineating the conceptions we may better appreciate the various and sometimes conflicting conceptions of change held by individuals who are simultaneously engaged in and responsible for the desired change. This also resonates with Bowden's notion of developmental phenomenography, where the focus is on utilising the variation in experience as a catalyst for change and development (Bowden & Walsh, 2000) .
Our interpretation suggests that the respondents' conceptions of MOOCs can be plotted across two dimensions. A distinction is made between (1) scope, from a myopic scope including a single individual, to a global scope including society outlined above; and (2) view on change. In relation to views on change, our interpretation was that the fifth category, MOOC as institutional positioning, evoked a causal perspective on change (Trowler et al., 2005) , whereby respondents argued that the arrival of the MOOC would have sweeping consequences across campus. A causal view of change in this case would mean that the MOOC project is expected to have many immediate knock-on effects and consequences in other areas of the organisation (Trowler et al., 2005) , such as enhanced digitalisation of teaching and learning. However, such causal effects have not yet been reported (Siemens, 2015) .
In accordance with the phenomenographic method, respondents may hold several conceptions at the same time. We fear that if stakeholders are predominantly found in one category, or blind to the other categories, then this may endanger a change process. A myopic approach may be counterproductive to change itself. If a category, such as learning a platform, evokes a softer form of technological determinism , then the development process may be strictly bound to the affordances of a given platform. Similarly, if MOOC as institutional outreach identifies the MOOC project as a panacea for addressing the low status of education in higher education research institutions by way of adopting a causal approach to change, then this too may be troublesome, and both ends of this continuum may be equally naive. If academic developers are to work as 'partners in arms' (Debowski, 2014) with different stakeholders, then it may be essential to be aware of extremely different, at times opposing, conceptions that exist in relation to a change initiative.
Stakeholders can employ different conceptions around one and the same concept, without acknowledging that the same words have different meanings. This may lead to dysfunctional educational crosstalk whereby different stakeholders are pulling in different directions, framing practice based on different conceptions (McGrath & Bolander Laksov, 2014) . The study is part of a broader project looking at change agency in higher education, where the MOOC constitutes a single case-study for in-depth exploration (Yin, 2003) . The project addresses how universities adapt to change and how change is understood and brought into the practice of a higher education institution, and how academic developers may facilitate such processes. Through this study we contribute a perspective on how different dimensions of change are present when people engage in a change process. It not only articulates the different conceptions in relation to a change phenomenon, in this case the MOOC, but also illustrates further how blindness to these conceptions could jeopardise the same change process if stakeholders' conceptions are potentially incommensurable. In this study we were able to see how the MOOC was understood in a broad variety of ways even though the day-to-day nomenclature had been normalised. We believe that academic developers may benefit from the insight that different conceptions of a phenomenon can remain hidden in what, on the surface, appears as a shared understanding that comes from what may be a deceptively common language.
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